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INTRODUCTION 


This Final Environmental Impact Statement for Nez Perce National Historical Park and Big Hole 
National Battlefield is an abbreviated document. It is important to understand that this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement must be read in conjunction with the previously published 
Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 


A notice of availability of the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 61, No. 199, p. 53373, on October 11, 1996. Approxi- 
mately 1,700 copies of the draft were distributed to governmental agencies, public interest 
groups, businesses, media, local libraries, and individuals. 


Written comments were accepted through December 11, 1996, which was the close of the 60- 
day public comment period for the draft document. 


During the public review period, 512 people participated in workshops conducted in late 
October and early November in 16 communities in Oregon, Washington, Montana, and Idaho. 
In addition, 641 letters were received. The National Park Service greatly appreciates the time 
and effort that people took to participate in the review of the draft document and to comment 


on the proposals. 


This document is divided into three sections: a summary of the public meetings, responses to 
the comments, and corrections or revisions to the draft document. The responses are addressed 
via General Responses to Major Issues, a table of Site-Specific Comments, and Specific Responses and 
Copies of Comment Letters. 


Concerns expressed in letters from individuals are summarized in the General Responses to 
Major Issues section. In the Specific Responses and Copies of Comment Letters section only letters 
from elected officials, federal agencies, tribes, state and local governments, and organizations 
are displayed. In sone cases, when a comment was received from individuals as well as from 
agencies or organizations whose letters were displayed, the comment is addressed only in the 


Specific Responses and Copies of Comment Letters section. 


The section of the document, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft Document, contains specific 
factual corrections and clarifying text changes to the Draft General Management Plan/Environ- 
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mental Impact Statement, as a result of public review. 


A 30-day waiting period will follow the publication of this Final Environmental Impact State- 
ment, and a record of decision is expected to be signed in August of this year. The record of 
decision will indicate the alternative selected as the general management plan for Nez Perce 
National Historical Park and Big Hole National Battlefield. This procedure is in accordance 
with the Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, parts 1505.2 and 1506.10. When the record of 
decision is signed, the General Management Plan will be issued and will include the details of 
the record of decision and all elements of the plan. It will not contain the rejected alternatives 
or other components of the environmental impact statement. 


For -.rther information about this plan, please contact: 
Superintendent 
Nez Perce National Historical Park 


Route 1, Box 100 
Spalding, Idaho 83540 


United States Department of the Interior * National Park Service 
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETINGS 


Workshops were held in 16 communities near 
park sites. Press releases announced these 
meetings. They were also announced in a 
transmittal letter enclosed in each mailed copy 
of the draft document. An additional meeting 
in Weippe was scheduled at the request of 
landowners and the community. 








Number 

Site Date Signed In 
Mission, Oregon October 28, 
Wallowa, Oregon October 29, 1996 18 
Joseph, Oregon October 30, 1996 8 
Enterprise, Oregon October 30, 1996 8 
Wisdom, Montana November 4, 1996 7 
Chinook, Montana November 6, 1996 25 
Laurel, Montana November 7, 1996 9 
Lapwai, Idaho November 12, 1996 11 
Spalding, Idaho November 12, 1996 14 
White Bird, Idaho November 13, 1996 10 
Grangeville, Idaho November 14, 1996 40 
Weippe, Idaho November 15, 1996 125 
Nespelem, WA November 18, 1996 21 
Lewiston, Idaho November 19, 1996 21 
Kooskia, Idaho November 29, 1996 122 
Kamiah, Idaho November 21, 1996 70 

Total: 512 
Workshop Format 


The workshops were informal, and geared to 
help people better understand the draft plan 
so they could provide appropriate comments 
that would articulate their concerns with, or 
support for, the proposals. Comment forms 
and a Guide to Comments were available to 
assist the public in preparing and submitting 
comments. 


The legislative history of the park was re- 
viewed, and the planning process to date was 
summarized. The cooperative nature of park 
management was stressed. Copies of news- 
letters, enabling legislation, the Draft General 
Management Pian/Environmental Impact State- 
ment, and other informational materials were 
available. After the introduction, the floor was 
opened to questions. Most of the questions 
requested clarification of statements within 
the draft document. 


RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 


Concerns 


There was a supportive atmosphere at many 
of the meetings, in which concerns were ex- 
pressed within the context of appreciation for 
the efforts being made by the park through 
the planning process. 


At Mission, Oregon, there were questions 
about the amount of inventory and resource 
protection that could be provided for such a 


large, dispersed park. 


At two meetings (White Bird and Chinook), 
the opinions expressed appeared to be directly 
opposite of what was expressed at the scoping 
meetings in 1994. At the White Bird meeting, 
those attending were opposed to a visitor fa- 
cility at the White Bird Battlefield, whereas 
those attending the scoping meeting had re- 
quested one due to its potential for helping 
community economic development. 


At Chinook, those attending stressed that 
some sort of visitor /staff facility is needed at 
the battlefield because of its exposure to the 
elements and the distance from town. During 
the scoping meeting, the need for maintain- 
ing the integrity of such an important and sen- 
sitive resource was stressed. The response at 
both White Bird and Chinook was that dur- 
ing implementation, we will carefully reevalu- 
ate the need, scale, and siting for any devel- 
opment at both sites, and will include the pub- 
lic in project planning. 


In Laurel, Montana, representatives of the 
Chamber of Commerce and the Friends of 
Canyon Creek attended, and expressed their 
support for the park. They are actively work- 
ing toward developing an interpretive center 
in Laurel, and a wayside shelter at Canyon 
Creek. 


In Nespelem, Washington, the meeting fo- 
cussed on establishing priorities for work to 
be done at the sites in the vicinity. The opin- 
ion was expressed that the National Park Ser- 
vice should spend a larger sum of money for 
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the sites related to the Chief Joseph Band, par- 
ticularly for a Nez Perce cultural center. 


The primary concern voiced at most of the 
other meetings, particularly in communities 
along the upper Clearwater River valley, was 
that boundaries were being proposed on pri- 
vate land. After hearing explanations of the 
boundaries, the upcoming Land Protection 
Plan, and various management strategies that 
could be used to protect the resources, the 
opinion was clearly expressed that these 
boundaries should not be established without 
the consent of the landowner. Our response 
was that those who wanted their private land 
to be a part of the park sites would be con- 
tacted prior to issuing the final document, to 
be sure they were in agreement with the 
boundaries. Except for previously legislated 
boundaries, the proposed boundaries were 
redrawn to exclude those properties where the 


landowner objected. 


GENERAL RESPONSES TO MAJOR 
ISSUES 


Six hundred forty-one written comments were 
received.Of these, 430 were form letters from 
individuals; examples of the four types of 
form letters are displayed in Appendix A. 
Comment letters from elected officials, federal 
agencies, tribes, state and local governments 
and organizations are reproduced in the sec- 
tion titled Specific Responses and Copies of Com- 
ment Letters. Appendix B lists the names of 
individuals who submitted letters. 


Responses are required only for comments 
that are substantive. Comments are consid- 


ered to be substantive when they: 


(a) question, with reasonable basis, the ac- 
curacy of information in the EIS; 


(b) question, with reasonable basis, the ad- 
equacy of environmental analysis; 


(c) present reasonable alternatives other 
than those presented in the EIS; or 


(d) cause changes or revisions in the pro- 
posal. 


In some cases, we have responded to com- 





ments that might not be substantive, but a re- 
sponse will help the public better understand 
how or why we arrived at a decision. 


Six major issues were raised in the written 
comments from individuals received during 
the public review period. These can be better 
addressed in longer, more general explana- 
tions than can be accommodated in the side- 
by-side format of letters and responses. In this 
section we respond to issues raised in indi- 
vidual letters concerning: 


¢ The General Management Plan and the 
Park in General 


¢ The Environmental Impact Statement 
¢ Interpretation and Visitor Use 
¢ Boundaries and Land Protection 


e Surveys, Studies, and Plans for Re- 
source Protection 


¢ Partnerships 


There is also a table displaying site-specific 
comments and our responses. Some of the 
same topics and sites are also discussed in re- 
sponses presented in the Specific Responses 
and Copies of Comment Letters section. 


The page numbers where specific issues are 
addressed in the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement are in- 
dicated in [brackets]. 


THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT 
PLAN AND THE PARK IN 
GENERAL 


A number of letters commended the National 
Park Service for its efforts in developing the 
plan, and praised the proposals to improve 
the visitor experience. Support was expressed 
for the work done to date, and for telling a 
worthwhile story. Some comments were in 
favor of expanding the park in general, and 
others encouraged expanding boundaries of 
specific sites or designating new sites. 


Others requested that the plan be halted or 
scrapped, since they disagreed with it as 
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stated, or were against the proposed changes 
in park management and operation. A few 
comments indicated they were opposed to the 
park as a whole for unspecified reasons. 


The National Park Service appreciates the 
positive comments and acknowledges the 
negative ones. We hope our responses will 
help everyone better understand why we 
made the decisions we did, and will illustrate 
how we adjusted the plan to accommodate the 
comments. 


THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 


Several comments expressed the opinion that 
the environmental impact statement is incom- 
plete, due to inadequacy of the scoping pro- 
cess, a lack of addressing socioeconomic con- 
cerns, the title “No Action” for Alternative 1, 
and the impacts of additional traffic on local 
roads. 


Scoping 


A Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement was published in the Federal 
Register, Vol. 59, No. 222, p. 59790 on Novem- 
ber 18, 1994. The National Park Service deter- 
mined that a single meeting in a central loca- 
tion would not be appropriate for a park that 
includes 38 sites in four states; we set up meet- 
ings in 21 communities where we could elicit 
the views of people near the affected sites. 
People who could not attend the meetings had 
the opportunity to express their views by mail 
or telephone [p.161]. As the planning and 
analysis process continued, we provided 
newsletters describing what we had done, and 
we adjusted the focus of our efforts based on 
the responses we received from the public and 
our partners. 


The National Park Service believes that we 
have complied with Council on Environmen- 
tal Quality Regulations on scoping, through 
“an early and open process for determining 
the scope of issues to be addressed and for 
identifying the significant issues related to a 


Socioeconomic Concerns 


There were concerns that private property 
would lose value if it was included within the 
proposed National Park Service boundaries, 
and that its inclusion would negatively affect 
the tax base of local entities. Since fee interest 
to most of the private property included 
within the proposed boundaries would not 
have been acquired, there would have been 
no reduction in the local tax base. For those 
few areas where acquisition of interest in the 
property will take place, arrangements will be 
made for payment in lieu of taxes to local gov- 
ernments. Acquisitions of partial interests 
(e.g., easements) would have little if any im- 
pact on county tax bases, as property taxes 
would continue to be paid. 


Response. In response to the concerns regard- 
ing loss of value or rights to private property, 
when a landowner objected to having his or 
her property included in the proposed bound- 
ary for any reason, unless the boundaries were 
established by legislation, we excluded that 
property from the boundary. Please see Ap- 
pendix C for maps indicating the revised pro- 
posed boundaries for specific sites. 


“No Action” 


The definition of a “No Action” alternative is 
presented on page 12 of the Draft General Man- 
agement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 
“No Action” does not imply that the park will 
cease operations, but rather that it will con- 
tinue to operate under the same level of au- 
thority and support that currently exists. 


Impacts of Additional Traffic on Local 
Roads 


There was concern about increased traffic on 
local roads, and the associated increased ex- 
pense to local goverrments for maintenance. 


Response. Under 16 USC 8a and 8b, the Na- 
tional Park Service has the authority to enter 
into agreements with county governments for 
maintenance of approach roads to park sites. 








proposed action” (40 CFR 1501.7). 
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INTERPRETATION AND VISITOR 
USE 


Of the comments received that specifically 
addressed interpretation and visitor use, most 
were site specific, suggesting more or less visi- 
tor use facilities at a particular site. Another 
group of comments offered suggestions for 
developing a particular interpretive media 
product (videos, relief maps, murals, etc.) 
which the reviewer felt should be produced 
to interpret specific stories or story elements. 
These suggestions are too prescriptive for the 
level of detail appropriate in a General Man- 
agement Plan, but they will be considered as 
the park develops strategies to implement the 
GMP. 


One letter recommended constructing a com- 
fort station at each site. Beyond the prohibi- 
tive cost of this recommendation, many sites 
do not have the land base to make this fea- 
sible. Also, the resources at most sites do not 
support visitor activities which would require 
a long enough stay at the site to make the fa- 
cilities appropriate. 


Two letters suggested designating and inter- 
preting additional Nez Perce legend sites. 
There are many legend sites in the Nez Perce 
homeland and to designate and interpret each 
of these would be an enormous undertaking. 
Rather, the plan proposes to expand the inter- 
pretation at legend sites already designated 
to include a discussion of the role of legend 
sites in Nez Perce culture and to provide the 
visitor with a sense of the number and vari- 


ety of legend sites. 


Suggestions were made to expand the inter- 
pretation at certain sites to include historic fig- 
ures that have no connection to the Nez Perce 
people and their culture. These suggestions 
are outside the legislated purpose of Nez Perce 
National Historical Park. 


Finally, some people felt that the current level 
of interpretation at park sites was adequate. 
Site analysis by the GMP team found that the 
interpretation at many sites was not up to 
National Park Service standards in that it 
failed to give visitors an understanding of the 
site’s significance, and/or the interpretive 
message did not reflect current scholarship on 





BOUNDARIES AND LAND 
PROTECTION 


Establishing Boundaries [pp. 8, 17-18] 


One of the requirements for a National Park 
Service General Management Plan is that 
boundaries be established or modified as 
needed (Management Policies 2:8, 1988). The 
National Park Service may recommend 


boundary revisions: 


* to include significant resources or op- 
portunities for public enjoyment re- 
lated to purposes of the park 


* to address operational and manage- 
ment issues such as access and bound- 
ary identification by topographic or 
other natural features or roads 


¢ to protect park resources critical to ful- 


filling the park’s purpose 
We are also required to determine that: 


¢ the added lands will be feasible to ad- 
“ie 


¢ other alternatives for management and 
resource protection are not adequate 


When Nez Perce National Historical Park was 
established in 1965, boundaries were estab- 
lished only for lands owned in fee simple or 
easement by the National Park Service. For the 
remainder of the sites, and for some of the ad- 
ditional that were authorized in 1992, no 
boundaries were defined. All 38 sites are con- 
sidered to be nationally significant, since they 
contribute to the story of Nez Perce National 
Historical Park. All sites are also considered 
to be critical to fulfilling the park’s purposes 
since each site represents a distinct portion of 
the story. 


In many cases, the “site” was considered to 
be the pulloff and wayside exhibit where a 
historical marker was located; sometimes the 
location of the actual event or resource was 
unknown or unidentified. This made it diffi- 
cult for the visitors to learn about the Nez 
Perce story, since they often could not iden- 
tify the location or feature they were looking 





the site and was inaccurate. for. Little protection of resources was afforded 
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by this method. 


Since the 38 sites are spread across four states, 
and since Nez Perce National Historical Park 
is a “partnership park”, with authority to de- 
velop cooperative agreements and contracts 
and to expend funds for sites in non-Federal 
o ip, it was difficult to focus workplans 
and develop agreements when, in most cases, 
there was no clear definition of the resource 
area. Defining bourdaries will help the park 
staff establish priorities, and justify why en- 
ergy should be exerted in one location but not 
on nearby property. This is especially impor- 
tant since limited personnel and budget are 
available for park management and operation. 


The planning team evaluated various ways to 
define the boundaries at all 38 sites. Because 
the landscape surrounding most of the perti- 
nent resources was so vast and expansive, ii 
was not feasible to include a “viewshed” 
(what can be seen from a single point when 
looking toward, or standing in the middle of, 
the primary resource) in the boundaries. In 
many cases, the planning team decided that 
the boundaries established in recent historic 
studies or for nominations to the National 
Register of Historic Places would be the best 
basis for defining the locations of the re- 
sources. The team evaluated whether protec- 
tion afforded by eligibility for or listing in the 
National Register would be adequate, with- 
out including the resources within park 
boundaries. Because engibility or listing pro- 
vides protection relative only to Federal ac- 
tions, and since most of the properties are pri- 
vately owned, National Register listing alone 
does not afford the needed protection. 


There were few operational and management 
issues relative to boundary establishment. 
Regarding the feasibility of administration, it 
is anticipated that cooperative agreements and 
other partnership measures will continue to 
be the primary means of providing for pro- 
tection and interpretation of the resources, and 
therefore cost of acquisition and administra- 
tion is low. The type of agreement or interest, 
and the size and configuration of the area sub- 
ject to an agreement will be negotiated with 
the landowner or managing agency. However, 
if the National Park Service and the landowner 
or agency determine that some type of acqui- 
sition such as easement or fee simple is the 


preferable means of administration of a prop- 
erty, having established boundaries will sim- 
plify the process of acquiring that interest. 


Response. Boundaries were evaluated and 
established based on criteria presented in Na- 
tional Park Service Management Policies. How- 
ever, in response to the many comments rela- 
tive to boundaries, the park is again contact- 
ing those landow aers who indicated a will- 
ingness to have their land included, to con- 
willing, the boundary will not include their 
property, except in the few cases where there 
are legislated boundaries. In those cases the 
boundaries will be retained. 


Future minor boundary adjustments can be 
made by following an established National 
Park Service process which includes: 


e the need to include the resource in the 
park, based on the criteria listed above; 


¢ willingness on the part of the land- 


owner, 


* notification of various levels of govern- 
ment; and 


¢ publication in the Federal Register. 

For Nez Perce National Historical Park, this 
process will not begin unti! an agreement with 
the landowner has been drafted. Agreements 
for land protection purposes will not be final- 
ized unless the property is within the bound- 
ary, since the boundaries indicate that federal 
resources are being used for the protection of 
significant resources and their enjoyment, 
sometimes at a distance, by visitors. 


Land Protection Plan [p. 9] 


The Draft General Management Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement did not spell out the 
details of land protection strategies that would 
be applied to protect the resources and visitor 
experience for each site. This lack of detail was 
unsettling to landowners whose property was 
included in the proposed park boundaries. 


A Land Protection Plan is developed based on 
park boundaries, and periodically reviewed 
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and updated for each park containing 
nonfederal lands. A Land Protection Plan can- 
not be developed for Nez Perce National His- 
torica! Park until the proposed boundaries are 
approved. This will occur at the time the re- 
sponsible agency official signs the Record of 
Decision, 30 days after this Final Environmen- 
tal Impact Statement is distributed. 


Land Protection Plans identify alternative 
methoc's to provide for the protection of re- 
sources, for visitor use, and for development; 
identify the minimum interests necessary for 
those purposes; and establish priorities for 
acquisition of land (if any) or interests in land. 
These plans are subject to public review. 


There are three techniques the National Park 
Service uses to protect land: 


® cooperative approaches, such as agree- 
ments, local regulations and zoning, 
and other measures that do not in- 
volved acquisition of any interest in real 
property; 


* acquisition of less-than-fee interests, 
such as easements or rights-of way; and 


* acquisition of fee interests, possibly 
with arrangements for some rights to 
be preserved such as life estates and 
lease-backs. (NPS Management Poli- 
cies, p. 3:1, 1988) 


Nez Perce National Historical Park is 2 part- 
nership park, and has authority tc enter into 
cooperative agreements with other entities 
and to expend funds on non-NPS properties. 
Because it is so difficult to protect 38 sites scat- 
tered across 4 states, fee ownership in most 
cases is not feasible, cost-effective, nor appro- 
priate. Therefore, the first of these — coopera- 
tive approaches -— is usually the technique of 


Since major boundary adjustments are usu- 
ally initiated through a General Management 
Plan, major revisions to Land Protection Plans 
often occur immediately after a General Man- 
agement Plan is completed. In the case of Nez 
Perce National Historical Park, the land pro- 
tection strategies will be tailored to each site, 
based on its specific needs for resource pro- 
tection and visitor exy srience, and on the 





needs and wishes of the land owner. 


Response: As soon as is feasible, the Land Pro- 
tection Plan for Nez Perce National Histori- 
cal Park will be updated, based on the results 
of this plan. Some of the public participation 
undertaken for the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement has laid 
the groundwork for completion of the Land 
be subject to public review. 


Boundaries for Clearwater Battlefield 
[p. 74] 


Boundaries at the Clearwater Battlefield site 
were proposed based on two primary consid- 
erations: location of the battle itself and the 
Nez Perce village west of the Clearwater River, 
and providing the opportunity to gain a clvar 
overview of the battlefield and village site. 


A recent historic resource study suggested an 
area that would include all the battle activi- 
ties of the U.S. Army and the Nez Perce. The 
planning team proposed boundaries that 
would include this area, and also the view 
from a wayside at a curve on Stites Road, 
across the Clearwater River from the battle- 
field. In addition, directional signs and a way- 
side near the battlefield were proposed. 


There were 141 landowners directly affected 
by the proposed alternative for Clearwater 
Battlefield. Both private land as well as allot- 
ment land was involved. 


Stites Road Wayside. Many concerns were 
expressed about the wayside. First, the land- 
owners on either side of Stites Road did not 
want their property included in the bound- 
aries. Second, there were questions about how 
difficult it would be for visitors to reach the 
wayside in inclement weather or when driv- 
ing recreational vehicles, and what the impact 
of heavier traffic would be on the county road. 
Third, landowners were concerned about tres- 
passing. Furthermore, there was misunder- 
standing about what a wayside is — the plan- 
ning team envisioned it as a widened area on 
the road where someone could stop to read a 
small interpretive sign, but it became clear that 
the public thought it would be on a much 
larger scale. 
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Battle Ridge. Although there was much op- 
position to including any of Battle Ridge 
within the proposed boundaries, some land- 
owners expressed an interest in working co- 
operatively with the National Park Service to 
preserve the remnants of the 1877 battle and 
to provide the potential for limited visitor ac- 
cess and interpretation on the site. 


Response. The National Park Service has 
changed its Proposed Action to Alternative 1: 
No Action. The p boundaries have 
also been adjusted to reflect landowner 
wishes. We will continue to work to preserve 
the property rights of all landowners in the 
area — not only those who object to being in- 
cluded in the proposed boundaries, but also 
those who wish to be included. 


Boundaries for Weippe Prairie [p. 96] 


There was overwhelming opposition to d<s- 
ignating proposed boundaries on private 
property at this site. As a result, the proposed 
boundaries have been adjusted to include only 
the two existing waysides, one located on 
Idaho Highway 11, and the other on a section 
line road southeast of the town of Weippe. The 
National Park Service has changed its Pro- 
posed Action to Alternative 1: No Action. 


SURVEYS, STUDIES, AND PLANS 
FOR RESOURCE PROTECTION 


Anumber of comments remarked on the need 
for surveys, studies, and plans for resource 
protection. Others cited concern for potential 
impacts on resources, such as vegetative com- 
munities and archeological sites. Many of 
these concerns are related to topics that have 
been or will be addressed in other plans. The 
General Management Plan is the lead planning 
document for the park. Studies and imple- 
mentation proposals must support this docu- 
ment and be consistent with it [p. 3]. Addi- 
tional compliance ‘vill be conducted as pro- 
lationship to Other Planning Efforts [p. 9], 
Surveys, Studies, and Plans for Resource Pro- 
tection [p. 18], and Compliance [p. 163-164], 
for information about various steps that will 
be taken to assure that resources are ad- 


the proposals. 


Several comments expressed concern about 
resource management issues on larids admin- 
istered by other federal agencies. For example, 
fuel loading at the Dug Bar site in He’ is Can- 
yon National Recreation Area was a concern. 
Tumber management was a concern at another 
site. Management of a site is the responsibil- 
ity of the administering agency, based on its 
policies and practices. When the resources are 
on property owned and managed by another 
agency or individual, the National Park Ser- 
vice will work collaboratively with the owner 
or managing agency to conduct necessary 
studies and meet resource protection goals in 
a manner least damaging to the cultural re- 
sources associated with Nez Perce National 
Historical Park. 


PARTNERSHIPS 


Several comments were received remarking 
on the excellent relationship Nez Perce Na- 
tional Historical Park has with its partners, 
ments with a wide range of partners to pro- 
tect, preserve, maintain, or operate any site, 
object, or property included within the park, 
regardless of whether it is owned by the gov- 
ernment [p. 168-169]. 


Issues and desired futures related to partner- 
agement Plan/Environmenial impact Statement 
on pages 5, and ®. Aiternative 2, Minimum 
Requirements, which is the proposed concept 
for long-term management of the entire park, 
encourages a more focussed approach to part- 
nerships [p. 12], and provides for taking maxi- 
mum advantage of partnership opportunities 
whenever possible [p. 15] and involving 
greater numbers of partners [p. 18]. 


Some comments encouraged the National 
Park Service to work closely with others on 
efforts related to the Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail and the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) 
National Historic Trail. Existing relationships 
and the desired future relative to these trails 
are described throughout the document, and 








equately protected during implementation of are listed in the index. There was a sugges- 
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tion that one park site be devoted entirely to 
Lewis and Clark interpretation. Such a site 
exists at Canoe Camp, described on pp. 72-73 
of the Draft General Management Plan/Environ- 
‘nental Impact Statement. 








SITE-SPECIFIC 
COMMENTS 


These comments and responses are presented verify that changes were made where appro- 
as briefly as possible here. The reader should _ priate. The page numbers in brackets indicate 
refer to the section titled Corrections and Revi- where the sites are addressed in the Draft Gen- 
sions to Draft Document, included later in this eral Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, to Statement. 



































Site Comment Response 
SPALDING UNIT | 
“Ant and Yellowjacket Leave fence where it is. Agreed. 
[p. 40] 
Buffalo Eddy ‘| Revise boundary, Washing- | Agreed 
pe ton side. 
oyotes Fishnet Include only wayside in Agreed. 
[p. 44] boundaries. | 
Craig Donation ise boundary to include | Unfeasible. Will include 
[p. 46] more of actual site. oniy wayside in bound- 
aries. 
Hasotino Village Site Eastern boundary is artifi- | Boundary is the same as 
ip. 53] cial; doesn’t follow topogra- | the 1976 National Register 
phy or viewshed. of Historic Places bound- 
ary. 
" Saint Joseph’s Mission Protect Nez Perce cemetery. | Cemetery is outside scope 
[p. 58} of plan. There may be 
future opportunities to 
work together on this 
cemetery. 
Spalding Visitor Center Numerous comments and —_| Proposed actions will 
[p. 64] suggestions were made update interpretive media 
regarding this site. to include the new sites, 
provide more in-depth 
interpretation of the park's 
primary interpretive 
themes, and facilitate 
visitors’ experiencing 
multiple park sites. 
UPPER CLEARWATER WHITE BIRD UNIT 
Clearwater Battlefield Numerous comments and Please see general responses, 
[p. 74] suggestions were made under interpretation and 
regarding this site. visitor use, lx undaries and 
land protection, and socio- 
economic impacts. Proposed 
Action is changed to Alter- 
native 1. 

































































Site Comment Response 
UPPER CLEARWATER/WHITE BIRD UNIT (continued) 
East Kamiah/ Heart of the | This site should be ex- The National Park Service 
Monster panded. has included the McBeth 
[p. 80] House within the proposed 
boundaries, and will work 
cooperatively with its 
owners to preserve and 
interpret it. Proposed Action 
is changed to Alternative 1. 
Tolo Lake Statement that “NPS would | Agreed. See corrections 
[p. 94] support reestablishment of | and revisions to Site 
traditional uses” is acontra- | Specific Information. 
diction to the statement on 
p- 16 that the NPS “would 
try not to intrude on [con- 
temporary Nez Perce] 
lifeways.” 
Looking Glass Camp Concern that boundaries do | The boundaries at this site 
[p. 88] not include all of the re- were established based on 
sources. the results of a recent 
historic resource study. 
Weippe Prairie Numerous comments were | Please see general responses, 
[p. 96] made regarding this site. under interpretation and 
visitor use, boundaries and 
land protection, and socio 
economic impacts. Proposed 
Action is changed to Alter- 
native 1. 
Weis Rockshelter Concerns were expressed were verified. 
[p. 98) about ownership. See also response to 
Keuterville Highway 
District letter 
' White Bird Battlefield Correct existing boundaries. | Agreed. 
[p. 100] Concerns about visitor Site & scope for visitor 
facilities. facility has not yet been 
project planning with full 
public involvement will be 
conducted. 
Final Environmental 
10 / Nez Perce ~~ impact Statement 



































Site Comment Response 
OREGON/WASHINGTON UNIT 
Dug Bar Favor Alternative 2 Agreed. 
[p. 106] 
Joseph Canyon Change boundaries to Agreed. 
[p. 108] exclude private property 
and a portion of USFS land. 
Favor Alternative 2 Agreed. 
Lostine Campsite Change boundaries to Agreed. 
[p. 110} exclude certain private 
property. 
Favor Alternative 3 Agreed. 
Old Chief Joseph Gravesite | Maintain 8 acres as a buffer. | Agreed. Parking issues 
[p. 113] will be resolved outside of 
buffer, and will not intrude 
into the view from or the 
historic character of the 
cemetery. Improved 
interpretation will consist 
of small wayside panels. 
Favor Alternative 3 Agreed. 
Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Notional ees eee 








Site 
MONTANA UNIT 


Comment 


Response 





Bear Paw Battlefield 
[p. 122] 


Numerous comments were 
made regarding this site. 


Boundaries are revised to 
protect resources outside 
current boundary. We will 
work with the communities 
and other partners to refine 
the need, scale, and siting 
for the facilities at the 
battlefield. Proposed action 
is changed to Alternative 3. 





- Big Hole National Battle- 
field 
[p. 126 and p. 174] 


Favor Alternative 2 


Collections at Big Hole are 
inadequately described 


Agreed 


Agreed. See corrections 
and revisions to Cultural 
Resources Status and 





Camas Meadows 
[p. 130] 


Favor Alternative 3 


Alternative 3 provides 
interpretation of the sites 
themselves, in addition to 
interpretation of the park 
and the Nez Perce (Nee- 
Me-Poo) National Historic 
Trail. Due to the fragile 
nature of the sites, and 
concerns of local people 
that they might be de- 
stroyed by visitors, we do 
not wish to draw additional 
attention to them. There- 
fore, we have retained 
Alternative 2 as our pro- 


posed action. 





Canyon Creek 
[p. 132] 








| Request that we interpret 


Calamity Jane. 


Concern about existing 
monument. 





‘Topic is outside park 
purpose. Suggest work 
with Friends of Canyon 
Creek to interpret. 

We will work with partners 
to be sure monument is 
protected. 
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Twenty-nine of the 641 letters that were re- 
ceived in response to the Draft General Man- 
agement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
are reproduced in this section. They are orga- 
nized into groups as follows: letters from fed- 
eral elected officials and agencies, tribes, state 
elected officials and agencies, local agencies, 
and organizations. Within each group the let- 
ters are arranged in the order in which they 
were received. Appendix A displays four form 
letters, which accounted for 430 of the re- 
sponses received. All substantive individual 
comments were addressed in the section titled 
General Responses to Major Issues, except 
when it was clear they would be addressed in 


Specific Responses and Copies of Comment 
Letters. 


Each distinct comment is numbered. The re- 
sponse of the National Park Service to each 
letter appears beside the letter, with the re- 
sponses numbered to correspond to the com- 
ments. If the issue has been discussed in the 
general responses, the commenter may be re- 
ferred to that discussion; if the comment has 
been answered in a previous letter, the 
commenter may be referred to that earlier re- 
sponse. When a page number is mentioned, it 
refers to the Draft General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. 


The National Park Service recognizes and ap- 
preciates the long-term suppo;t and volunteer 
contributions to the park of the many people 
who wrote comment letters. Implementing the 
plan will require the continued support and 
assistance of these people and organizations. 





SPECIFIC RESPONSES AND COPIES 
OF COMMENT LETTERS 
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We gratefully 

acknowledge your 

appreciation of the 
complexity of developing this 
General Management Plan. The 
support of the Idaho delegation 
has been a keystone and a 
beacon for the park. 


National Park Service 
Management Policies require 
that boundaries be 

established as needed in a 
General Management Plan. Nez 
Perce National Historical Park 
has operated since its 
establishment under the 
overriding philosophy of 
partnership and voluntary 
cooperation for management of 
designated sites. The 
boundaries pro in the 
Draft General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement 
were based on the need to 
protect significant resources and 
provide opportunities for public 
enjoyment related to purposes 
of the park. These boundaries 
do not change the basic 
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Cry 
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December 11, 1996 


Superintendent 

Nez Perce Nationa! Historical Park 
National Park Service 

Post Office Box 93 

Spalding, ID 83551-0093 


This letter is im response to your call for comments on the Draft General Management Pian 
and Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/EIS) for the Nez Perce National Historical Park 
and Big Hole National Battlefield. 


First, let me commend you for your efforts in developing this plan. Trying to address the 
needs of the Park for the next 15 tw 20 years is a daunting task, especially (or particularly) as 
we contiame to come to grips with balancing the federal budget. Along with other 
Americans, thet remains one of my top priorities. 


Secondly, I need to express to you the amount of concern this proposed has generated 
Uh mad ee of 0 i © mr so, 


Seen 1 also met with 
owners who reiterated the comcerus expressed im the leters, phone calls and 


This ae Sy ees Bees 2 Srey Sane Ca ae Oa 
pe. 17 of the GR4P/EIS under the “Boundaries and Land Prewction” subtitle, the firn 
eoatence raised a “red flag” for me: 


“Boundaries would be established, and the needs for land protectioa would be 
determined..." 


The Plan goes on to say that “the legislation for NezPerce National Historical Park 
authorizes sites im the five states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana." 
but sowhere in thet legislation does it specify or even suggest boundaries for these sites. As 
you know, several Northwest senators, including myself, sponsored the legislation that 


ee Me SS. Ee. Ta Seer Som 


ez Perce 
National Historical Park 


tory -cveg@vegsranen j§-§ ipfewssmsnegne coy 
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recognizes the 14 sites added in 1992. We saw the need to protect certain sites such as the 
grave site of Old Chief Joseph located near the banks of Wallowa Lake in northeastern 
Oregon. The legislation also recognizes the Nez Perce involvement in Wyoming although no 
specific sites are named in that state. | said then and I'll repeat today that this legislation 
allows recognition of the sites where history was made. 


I have received several calls from constituents who are eager to enter imto some type of land 
management agreemem with the Park, be it casements or cooperative planning and 
management options. Where private property owners agree to participate, | fully encourage 
those actions. However, the majority of private landowners have spoken--loudly and clearly. 
They feel threatened by boundaries imposed by a federal agency, boundaries that suggest the 
federal government may infringe on thei rights as private property owners. 


Frank, Susan wold me that in Weippe you assured those residents that “we (the National Park 
Service) are going to go beck and erase those boundaries.“ From this vantage point, | fully 
concur with your comments. Where you have willing landowners, it will be appropriate to 
work with them. Where you have landowner concerns, it will be appropriate to directly 
address those concerns by dropping the boundary recommendations. | strongly believe the 
objectives of the act can be achieved by various means other than establishing boundaries. 


Overall, any plan that addresses a 15 tw 20 year time span will undoubtedly contain 
suggestions that hit snags. My comments have addressed one of those directly. Other 
suggestions such as improving site imerpretation, providing more accurate information for a 
better understanding of various battlefield components, arranging cooperative efforts with the 
Idaho Department of Transportation on road realignment, and making agreements with local 
law enforcement agencies to have them patrol some sites al] have great merit. They directly 
relate to improving visitor experience at various sites of the park, which, in your words, 
Prank, result “in beneficial cumulative effects" for the park itself. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have questions regarding these 
comments, please fee! free to call me. | look forward to the final plan and its incbusion of 
public comments. 


Sincerely, 


a 


United States Senator 
cc: Concerned Idaho constituents 





approach to providing resource 
protection and visitor 
enjoyment — partnership and 
voluntary cooperation. Based on 
public response, we have 
adjusted the site boundaries to 
exclude land where the owners 
objected to having their 
property included within the 
boundaries. We will continue to 
work with landowners who are 
interested in entering into land 
protection agreements. 


Thank you for supporting 
our efforts to help improve 
visitor experience at 

various sites of the park. This 
work would be impossible 
without the cooperation of local 
communities and interested 
individuals. 
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AL not spelled out in the Draft 
General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement 
because they must be based on 
approval of the boundaries 
proposed in the plan, and this 
approval does not occur until 


the Record of Decision is signed. 


The public comment period is 
included in the National 
Environmental Policy Act 
regulations for precisely this 
reason—to give individuals the 
opportunity to express their 
views prior to an agency 
decision. Based on public 
response, we have adjusted the 
site boundaries to exclude land 
where the owners objected to 
having their property included 
within the boundaries. We will 
continue to work with 
landowners who are interested 
in entering into land protection 
agreements. 


We acknowledge your 
support for continued 


cooperation with the local 
public, and your recognition of 
the unique character of Nez 
Perce National Historical Park. 


emaggpane 
Daited States Senate 

meer ccmeem 

- December 6, 1996 
Prenklin C. Walker, 
Nez Perce Nationa! Historical Purk 
PO Box 93 
Spalding, Idaho £3551-0093 
Dear Supenmtendent Walker: 

Thank you for sending me copy of the draft General Pine Exvircomemel impact 


Sustoment (GAMP/EIS) for the Nox Ponce National Historical Pask. i Jeviewed it, as well os the 
comments sent to me by some of the residents uf the region. As you are ware, the proposed GMP/EIS has 
raised concerns about its implications for the private pi operty owners in the aren. 








his 
should be concerned 
iects on the velen nd em of property 


PIE en a bomen yen sy te matey | 
and individuais 


eed courdkantion with local entities 
aren or Tas vs megan of et of tre bisterical shes were of 


yet calaasin Goat enh ta ton eden Gy Gehan oe. 


| appreciate the fact that this is onty a draft GMPYEIS. | wust that the Park Service will conduct a 
cpa ton mare bh IS, bee Hcl re As the Service 
eas nada cn ccecnches tall nh cee est coal ta Sie apeattaes 
mm ng gw p> wy nor 





This is « wonderful in American 
2, earn knee de ana eee: 
contioning t0 keep me informed of the plan's 












































We appreciate the EPA's 

review of the document 

and are pleased that it 
was determined to be adequate. 




















Wyen have any questions, please contact Ma. Gall Campos of our staff at (402) 221-4891. 
yeu for the opportenity to review ths document 


Saxcerely, 


aad eadhamiay 


on rg ma 
-—-@—-~ 














The National Park Service 

will comply with all laws, 

regulations, and NPS 
policies, etc. regarding water 
and wetlands as they relate to 
anticipated development. 


inventoried and appropriate 
natural and cultural resource 
compliance will be conducted. 
Please refer to page 164 in the 
draft document. 


Development and 

anticipated use at the 

Spalding site [page 62] and 
the Canoe Camp site ipage 72) 
would not change the habitat 
used by bald eagles nor disturb 
them. Sturgeon and sockeye 
salmon are not known to occur 
at the White Bird Battlefield site. 
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The proposed action at the 
Spalding Site [p. 60] 


ithe Welen’sSuae tee 


ided for, possibly with 

ing arrangements. Use of 
this structure by tribal artists 
seems very iate, and 
would benefit the artists 
and the visitors. Watson’s Store 
will need substantial 
rehabilitation prior to any 
public use. 

Indian preference in 

contracting is an 

ae oe 
outside ee the General 


Management 

Additionally, the National Park 

Service, unlike the Bureau of 

Indian Affairs and Indian 

Health Service, is not able to use 

ee ee 
hiring. We do, however, 


low the predie o 
Ordinance and have 
successfully Indian- 
owned businesses for contracts. 
We will make every effort to 
ensure TERO is aware of all 


park contracting opportunities. 
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RESOLUTION 


WHEREAS, the draft General Management Plan for the Nez Perce National Historical 
ee ee ee 







of Nex Pesce for soview, 


Soo at Aca 


WHEREAS, i: is farther secommended that John Sirios and Rodney Cawston (509-634- 
4711) be contact persons to provide technical assistance and follow wp on the above-mentioned 
Imerpretive/C ulteral Center. 















THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Colvilic Business Council meeting in 
eas eran dy do adn org epee bn for and in behalf of the 
heseby approve the recommendation of the Natural Resources 











the Colville Business Council by a vote of 7 FOR 
viper Miho oc ae i Rr 3 
Indians on February 
19, 1938. 


The forgoing was enacted 
0 acanet, a sey conninad 
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If traffic on local roads 

increases due to higher 

visitation at park sites, we 
will work with county 
governments to address these 
needs. Authority for the park to 
enter into agreements with 
county governments for this 
purpose is provided in 16 USC 
8a and 8b. 


For explanation of a land 

protection plan, please 

refer to the discussion 
under General Responses to 
Major Issues, Boundaries and 
Land Protection, Land 
Protection Plan, earlier in this 
document. Valuation of land is 
established by the County 
Assessor's office. Because there 
are no proposals for acquisition 
at Weippe Prairie, there will be 
no effect on the tax base. 


There is no proposal to 
acquire land for Weippe 








Uae bom ina by» umber of my continents ad pu fifth pat 
service notice to property owners regarding inclusion of a Weippe prairie in 
the Nez Perce National Park. aa 


This has not cnly raised the concem of the individuals owning property that may be 
proposed for taking, but also local public officials that provide the public services tothe 


Obviously, the recent action taken in Utah has raised the level of concem in this area and 
the local attitude toward the federal government. of additional traffic on local 
roads (particularly those that are not asphalt needs to be addressed. Wha’ is 
your plan to manage dust abatement and increased maintenance on these roads, and 
various other services provided by local entities? 


2 | also want to know and understand what constitutes a land protection plan, what it means 
and what effect it will have on the valuation of the land, and nc~w it will affect the tax 
base of local entities. 


3 In addition, | would like clarification on the statement that your planning effort will 
minimize land acquisition and what the acreage of minimization represents. 





Prairie. 4 Clearwater County has its own comprehensive plan, is zoned and has subdivision and 
building codes. At this point | have not been advised that you have approached any local 
A meeting was held with government officials to discuss their concerns. 
the Clearwater County | 
Commission and with the 
Mayor of Weippe, Idaho. 
nes Perce Final Environmental 




















the and the Nez Perce 
(Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic 
Trail would have benefitted 
from more discussion. We 
intend to work toward 
improving our coordination 
with the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals 
who manage and support the 
trail. 
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Ne at A few specific comments are 











A more detailed map of the 2 snot of waans bree narhay selpaer yore? ea hrs vom 
k will be included i for the trail on pages 10 and 11, as well as discussion 
ie final eto - fcofnabe gone Gukicdatytndenaenad heigekiiiweran: 
Management Plan. * A more detailed se ap than the one ichuded on page 2 wd be hep, The individual she mapa 
very 
We and our partners have 
been working with Travel 4 ae Po a apa o_ an er ty + ang oye retarted ot 
Montana. reducing promotion of these sites? 
i * Has there been any discussion about sites with scenic 
be pn have —_ working 5 Phase sw cendgnd nes Spence iotpane te 
yard pect tak. ll “ping a cOnaret bine hrc snes rung om ong vnc Cori his 
hang = anh = jlaiuelnamaa apatite asaa cial canta cea 
As discussed in the heteereitencernsemnet Pian and EIS and look forward to 
general responses under be peepee As you know, our owns fine 
Land Protection Plan, and weil eit You usb we ann ound pro in an effort to 
in Senator Kempthorne #2, ime 
page 16, specific land protection 
strategies have not been 
developed for each site, and : 
therefore we cannot yet 
establish priorities for 
implementation activities. We, 
too, look forward to working 
with you on title transfer for 
Bear Paw Battlefield to the 
National Park Service. 
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Boundaries, 
and to Senator Craig #2, page 14. 
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National Park Service 
Qhet Ortolt a 
wo co-mesaged aston aodnaniee: tavien te Comell quastions the 
The Council supports Altemative 2. This site would be 











Please see Wallowa County 
Court #1, page 34. 


The partnerships 

developed in association 

with planning for this site 
sets an excellent example of the 
leverage that can result from the 
organized efforts of small 
communities working together 
with agencies and organizations 
toward a common goal. We look 





—_— srnty echoed fre arb tae eteeain ono of te ghey forward to the continued 
en Bunn | and by the addition of restrooms. : success of this partnership. 
Passes Fare e 3 Accessabiiny tc the We acknowledge your 
Mart Hotei vs 0 aaa comment questioning the 
fe Kate need for additional staff at 
= support the efforts of the National Park Service Dug Bar, and your suggestions 
Wyte and support for interpretation 
and development at Joseph 
vias ee” Canyon Viewpoint and Old 
Salem, Oregon 97310-1001 Chief Joseph Gravesite. 
42 Thank you for your 
support of the National 
Park Service. 
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a oy Meant individual park sites together is tre major challenge 
of the NPNHP. senna eeskat taepnaetes unladadininen omen tines 
lacking in both forin and substance. And, aspiring to something “just a little bit better is 
simply not going to yield the results the Nez Perce story deserves. 


Cleary, there are many ways to improve interpretation and coordination. The 
site specific information contained in the OGMP begins to address this. But to make 
the NPNHP live up to its potential and hold together as 8 unit worthy of national park 

it is imperative that each stop be made interesting enough to encourage 
the visitor to engage him/herself and travel on to the next site. There must siso be 
enough critical mass to make the park, or major sections of the perk, hold together 
thematically. 


More specifically, NPCA strongly supports the aggressive protection of existing 
and additional sites (including viewsheds) through fee-simple and conservation 
easement acquisition, as well as voluntary agreements to accomplish sane. We also 
advocate, in feu of the OGMP”’s emphasis on an expanded visitor center in Speiding 
and/or significant increases in staff size, emphasis on greetly improving 
and interpretive materials. 


management, the de-centralized nature of the NPNHP prescribes 


Regarding 
that there be cooperative management agreements between local, state and federal 
However, structure that invoives the 
Cuaton of a local pak board endior execulve deca. The NPNHP should be 
managed by the Nationa! Park Service in accordance with National Park Service 


policies and guidelines. 


NPCA with the OGMP’s site-specific 
aerate pee cent cpus sgecaonee concrete easter 
but here again, we feel they do not go far enough to protect the resource and/or 
thematically unify the NPNHP. 


in summary, NPCA encourages the NPNHP to exercise more vision and 
ambition in planning for the unit's next fifteen to twenty years. While we agree thai the 
preferred ARemative $2 (for general management) may seem the most “practical” in 
these fiscally constrained times, it is imperative that the National Park Service be a 
much stronger edvocate for the park and Nez Perce story. 


Phil Peer! 
Regional Director 





that plan will be the Compre- 
hensive Interpretive Plan. 


The Spalding Visitor Center is 
centrally located within a half 
day’s drive of the majority of 
the park’s 38 sites. Because of its 
proximity to the park’s primary 
resources, it provides the park 
with its best opportunity to 
orient visitors to the primary 
interpretive themes and facili- 
tate visitors experiencing those 
stories at multiple resource sites. 
The 1992 additions legislation 
added 14 sites to the park and in 
doing so placed a greater 
emphasis on the War of 1877 
story. All of the interpretive 
media at Spalding predates this 
addition. The actions proposed 
for the Spalding Visitor Center 
will update the interpretive 
media to include the new sites, 
provide more in-depth interpre- 
tation of the park’s primary 
interpretive themes and facili- 
tate visitors experiencing 
multiple park sites. The plan 
also acknowledges the high 
priority of the many other 
important resource and inter- 
pretive needs of the park and 
the actions at Spalding are listed 
in Appendix B as a third level 
funding priority for implemen- 
tation. 


We agree. Please see pages 

11 and 19 of the Draft 

General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement 
for a discussion of this topic. 


We will look forward to 

your support as we 

implement this plan for a 
complex and widely-dispersed 
park within difficult fiscal 
restraints. 
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The Tourtem Commission's Task Force oa Cultural 

anda Service to develop four Nex Perce udeadindben ets Oeen. 

The Task Force has reviewed the Draft General rss ere ee 
Statement released in October and would like to comments for consideration. 


ee one tebe heme 


ieiaees th aoceinens wth Chaput bangs eal rqneves dn cuit edaad tartans fer Geere 
generations The Ovegon Tourism Cormission hes designated cultural tourism es 8 
“niche market” of the state, allocating resources to the development and of gh quality 
visitor facilities and attractions. 


The of the four sites and the addition of interpretation that tells the story of the Nex 
Perce im Nosthrastern Oregon will enhance the visitor product existing im the region The 
projects will also complement and advance the efforts of local communities and the Oregon Trails 
Council to develop the Nez Perce Trail as 8 cultural, educational, economic, and 
historical resource for the state. 


y J The Task Force supports Ahernative 3, the development of an mterpretive facility in the Wallowa 
area. The Oregon Trails Coordinating Council is providing funding and technical assistance to the 
members of a commusnity coalition already working to develop a facility in Wallowa. A 
cooperative efficet inchuding the National Park Service would advance the work of the local 
Orgauization Ahernative 2, minimal upgrading at Dug Ber is most appropriste es i, Ahernative 2. 
the addition of restrooms and imterpretation at the Joseph Canyon Viewpowt The Task Force 
supports Akernative 3 at the Chief Joseph Gravesste, enhancing the visitor experience through 
pote sacar accord 









The Orego., Tourism Commission Cultural Heritage Tourtsm Task Force supports the efforts of 
aaa We look forward to working with 
you future 

















Thank you for your 

support of Nez Perce 

National Historical Park 
sites in Oregon. 

We acknowledge your 


support of the proposed 
alternatives at Lostine 


Campsite, Dug Bar, Joseph 
Canyon Viewpoint, and Chief 
Joseph Gravesite. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The following sections are the same as the 
draft document. If there are no changes to a 
section, that heading is not repeated. Correc- 
tions and revisions are noted by page num- 
ber, paragraph, and, where necessary, line 
number. A partial paragraph at the top of a 
page counts as paragraph 1. Material that has 
been deleted is shown in strikeout; added 
material is underlined or otherwise high- 
lighted. 

Throughout the document, all references to 
Idaho Department of Transportation or 


IDOT are changed to Idaho Transportation 


Alternative 2: Minimum Requirements 


Page 15, Paragraph 7 is revised as follows: 


be developed at White-Bird-Battieftetd-in 
tdaho, 


Traditional Campsite near Wallowa, Oregon, 
Bear Paw Battlefield and the Blaine County 
Museum in Chinook, Montana, and in the 
Nespelem. Washingt ; 1 visi- 
tor contact facilities at White Bird Battlefield, 


Canyon Creek, and Heart of the Monster 
would be provided. The National Park Ser- 
vice would assist the city information center 


in Laurel, Montana. During implementation. 


CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS 
TO DRAFT DOCUMENT 


- 
the need. scale. and siting for any development 
will be carefully evaluated. and will be sub- ee mone 


Page 15, Paragraph 9 is revised as follows: 


Costs. It is estimated that the construction 
costs for this alternative would be $44,642-266 


$20,388 494. This includes $1,510,579 for first- 
second-priority items. It is estimated that the 
rehabilitation and expansion of the visitor fa- 
cilities would cost $5,609,414 for Spalding, 
Idaho and $2,603,674 for Big Hole National 
Battlefield, Montana. See appendix B for more 
detailed cost estimates. 


Page 15, Paragraph 10 is revised as follows: 


Staffing. A total of 3+ 42.5 additional full-time 

equivalents would be required for staffing 

under alternative 2, as follows: 
Park Support Unit 
Spalding Unit 3.0 
Upper Clearwater /White Bird Unit 7.0 


Oregon/Washington Unit 55125 
Big Hole Battlefield /Montana Unit 5-5 10.0 


10.0 


ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL 
SITES AND ALL ALTERNATIVES 


Boundaries and Land Protection 
Page 17, Paragraph 5 is revised as follows: 


The boundaries for each site that are presented 
in this document are proposed boundaries. 


to respond to public comment. The record of 
decision for the finai environmental impact 
statement will include identification of the fi- 


nal boundaries, based on the maps shown in 
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his Final Envi 7 : 
Add the following paragraph: 


In the future, should landowners decide they 
want to develop a cooperative agreement or 
other type of interest with Nez Perce National 
Historical Park to protect and interpret re- 
sources located on their property, a mutually 
acceptable agreement will be drafted specify- 
ing the boundaries of the resource and what 
measures will be taken to protect and inter- 
pret it. Procedures for a minor boundary ad- 
justment will be followed, which include no- 
tification of local and state officials and the 
Congressional delegation, and publication in 
the Federal Register. At that time, the agreement 
will be finalized. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
NATURAL RESOURCES 


Ecoregions 
Conifer/Alpine Meadows 


Page 26, Paragraph 9, revise as follows: 


To the west of the batholith are the Bire 
Wallowa Mountains, which-generalty-do-not 
\ eenest £8.990-4 hich 1 
10,000 f { the Blue M son catia 

to 8,000 feet. 


Alternatives - Coyote’s Fishnet 


SUMMARY OF OVERALL 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 


SOCIOECONOMIC 
CONSEQUENCES 


Alternative 2: Minimum Requirements 
Page 36, Paragraph 2, revise as follows: 


Under this alternative the National Park Ser- 
vice might acquire more private property on 
a willing-seller basis or might buy more sce- 
nic easements than under the no-action alter- 
native. One-time payments at fair market 
value for lands received would placed federal 
monies into the private sector. Thus, there 
would be no adverse effect on owners of pri- 
vate property. Once in federal ownership the 
affected properties would be removed from 
the local tax rolls. However, the local tax base 
would not be signifieantty affected because 

he -and-t teene-wthe-foteer: 

wel re sein tndiematdl 
ties: thi 1 ton affiest ber fodhensd eam. 

in liew of local 


SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION 
SPALDING UNIT 
COYOTES FISHNET 


Page 45, Revise Alternatives as shown below: 





Alternative 1: No Action PROPOSED ACTION 
Alternative 2: Minimum Beyond Minimum 
Requirements 


Alternative 3: Actions 


uirements 








Fishnet feature would be 


‘Same as 1, plus: site interpreted me as 2, plus features and 
correctly identified and sign in context of other nearby Nez _ | viewshed protected (imple- 
revised; ownership of both Perce legend sites; sign re- 
features ascertained; current placed with a less obtrusive included in land protection 


mentation methods to be 


memorandum of understand- 
ing with Idaho Department of 
Transportation (covering sign 
and pullout) would be 
retained; surveys for special 








wayside exhibit;-features-and 
satel Himp! 
arewrars. arr 





plan). 
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concern species conducted, 
any mitigation needed to 
avoid impacts on such species 
would be implemented. 
Final Environme; tai 
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Boundaries for the sites listed below were re- 
vised based on public comment. Please see the 


WEIPPE PRAIRIE 


revised maps presented in Appendix C. Alternatives 
Ant and Yellowjacket 
Buffalo Eddy P. 96: Designate Alternative 1 as the PRO- 
Coyote’s Fishnet POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2. 


Also in Appendix C is a map showing the 
CONFLUENCE OVERLOOK site, formerly 
known as DONALD MACKENZIE’S PA- 
CIFIC FUR COMPANY TRADING POST. 


OREGON/WASHINGTON UNIT 


Boundaries for the sites listed below were re- 
vised based on public comment. Please see the 


revised maps presented in Appendix C. 
Dug Bar 

UPPER CLEARWATER/WHITE Joseph Canyon Viewpoint 
BIRD UNIT Lostine Campsite 
Boundaries for the sites listed below were re- 
vised based on public comment. Please see the NEZ PERCE (NESPELEM) 
revised maps presented in Appendix C. CAMPSITES 

Clearwater Battlefield 

Weippe Prairie Alternatives 


The corrected map for the White Bird Battle- 
field site also appears in Appendix C. A loca- 
tion map for the Asa Smith Mission and Lewis 
and Clark Long Camp waysides is shown in 
the same appendix. 


P. 116: Designate Alternative 3 as the PRO- 
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2. Re- 
place wording in Alternative 3 with the fol- 
lowing: 


NPS would participate in developing an in- 


CLEARWATER BATTLEFIELD terpretive facility in the Nespelem area, would 
work with tribal partners on operations and 
Alternatives maintenance. 


P. 74: Designate Alternative 1 as the PRO- 
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2. 


TOLO LAKE 
Alternatives 
P. 94: Revise Alternative 2 to read as foliows: 


Same as 1, plus: interpretive materials and 
waysides would be developed to include full 
range of events and resources, including ca- 
mas prairie and canyon; NPS would promote 
preservation of wider area of prairie and can- 
yon; NPS would support reestablishment-of 
would cooperate with Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game and others to prevent en- 
croachment on site (implementation methods 





MONTANA UNIT 

BEAR PAW BATTLEFIELD 
Boundaries for Bear Paw Battlefield were re- 
vised based on public comment. Please see the 
revised map presented in Appendix C. 
Alternatives: 


p.122: Designate Alternative 3 as the PRO- 
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2. 





to be included in land protection plan.) 
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CONSULTATION AND 
COORDINATION 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 


P. 161: The following new section has been 
inserted before the heading “Consultation 
with States and Other Federal Agencies.” 


Public Review of the Draft Document 


A notice of availability of the Draft General 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact State- 
ment was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 
61, No. 199, p. 53373, on October 11, 1996. Ap- 
proximately 1,700 copies of the draft were dis- 
tributed to governmental agencies, public in- 
terest groups, businesses, media, local librar- 
ies, and individuals. 


Workshops were held in 16 communities near 
park sites. Press releases announced these 
meetings. They were also announced in a 
transmittal letter enclosed in each mailed copy 
of the draft document. An additional meeting 
in Weippe was scheduled at the request of 
landowners and the community; it was not 





announced to the general public. 

Number 
Site Date In 
Mission, Oregon October 25, 
Wallowa, Oregon October 29, 1996 18 
Joseph, Oregon October 30, 1996 8 
Enterprise, Oregon October 30, 1996 8 
Wisdom, Montana November 4, 1996 7 
Chinook, Montana November 6, 1996 235 
Laurel, Montana November 7, 1996 9 
Lapwai, Idaho November 12, 1996 11 
Spalding, Idaho November 12, 1996 14 
White Bird, Idaho November 13, 1996 10 





The workshops were informal, and geared to 
help people better understand the draft plan 
so they could provide appropriate comments 
that would articulate their concerns with, or 
support for, the proposals. Comment forms 
and a Guide to Comments were available to 
assist the public in preparing and submitting 
comments. 





| Perce 
National Historical Park 


The legislative history of the park was re- 
viewed, and the planning process to date was 
summarized. The cooperative nature of park 
management was stressed. Copies of news- 
letters, enabling legislation, the Draft General 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact State- 
ment, and other informational materials were 
available. After the introduction, the floor was 
opened to questions. Most of the questions re- 
quested clarification of statements within the 
draft document. 


Written comments were accepted through 
December 11, 1996, which was the close of the 
60-day public comment period for the draft 
document. Six hundred forty-one letters were 
received. The National Park Service greatly 
appreciates the time and effort that many 
people took to participate in the review of the 
draft document and to comment on the pro- 
posals. 


APPENDIX C: CULTURAL 
RESOURCES - STATUS AND 
PROGRAM 


STATUS OF CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 


Museum Collection 


Replace Paragraph 3, P. 174, with the follow- 
ing: 


The museum collections at Big Hole National 
Battlefield include archeological collections 
made by park staff in the 1960’s and 1970's, 
and during the 1991 archeological survey. 
Important military equipment and original 
pieces belonging to Nez Perce participants 
have been gathered and are on loan from such 
institutions as the U.S. Military Academy at 
West Point. 
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I wish to go on record stating that | am OPPOSED w the National Park Service or any other 
government agency establishing boundaries around private property on the Weippe Prairie. 


I feel making this property a national at obese oyead as cade aed 
property owners end will have a economic on the property owners involved. 


I feel the Musseishel! Meadow already represents the camas and short grass prairies of this 
area and is already owned by the government. No other park is needed or wanted. 


IDO NOT FEEL this park will benef the AC(/JORITY of the people in this, or any other 
area. 


Sincerely, 





 _——_, A Ynez Perce Final Environmental 


X National Historical Park Impact Statement 





APPENDIX B 








NAMES OF 
INDIVIDUALS WHO 
SUBMITTED WRITTEN 
COMMENTS 
Adams, Carolyn M. Bosse, William M. Converse, Jeanie M. 
Adams, Mark L. Bowen, Jack E. Coon, Ira Daud 
Adkison, Gary R. Bower, Beverly Coon, Jo 
Aeschliman, Brian Boyd (?), Timothy Cooper, Billi 
Aeschliman, Lois E Brandt, Grampa John Cooper, Michael 
Aldrich, James Brandt, Rocky S. Cornett, Dwight L. 
Aldrich, James D Brandt, Lucky Cox, Margaret M. 
Aldrich, Pauline Breedlove, Jason F Cox, Sandra S. 
Aldrich, Alice I. Breedlove, Jim W. and LindaJ. Cox, Dale L. 
Aldrich, James D Breedlove, Jim Cox, Steve R. 
Aldrich, Pauline M. Breedlove, Linda Cox, John L. 
Allpress, Chery] Broderick, Tamera K. Cramer, Rick R. 
Anderson, Shane Lee Brotnor, James Cramer, William E. 
Anderson, Clifford L. Brown, Jim Cuddy, Charles D 
Anderson, Leroy Andy Brown, Sharon Cullin, Todd 
Andrews, Frank B Brown, Robby Curtin, Michael E. 
Applington, Gene Bryson, Freda Curtis, Sharon 
Armitage, Gerry L. Buchel, Sue Daeges, Charles and Sandra 
Armitage, Marie Cahala, Robert Dahiler, Merlin J 
Ausman, Nick J Cahala, Steven H. Dahler, Kim and Cindy 
Bailey, Erik Cahala, James Daniels, Kathy 
Ball, Cecil M. Cahill, Nancy Daniels, Dave and Kathy 
Ball, Diana L. Cahill, Nancy Jo Davis, Neona 
Ball, E. Arlene Card, Lynn B. Deal, Judy 
Balsley, Ron Carden, Ronald Deal, Mike 
Barber, Richard W. Carden, Susan Denham, Stanley J 
Berreth, Charles C Carlson, Mary Catherine Deyo, Barbie 
Barteaux, Bill ter, Norma Dickinson, Steve 
Barteaux, Sheila L. Carver, David W. Dieringer, Mr. & Mrs. Henry 
Baune, Jan M Carver, J. L. Dietz, Lauren A 
Baze, Sheila Cash, Frank R. Dietz, Jolyan E 
Beard, Michael J. Chapman, Everett Dirard, Kim 
Bell, Mark and Connie Chapman, LeRoy Dobson, Patricia 
Benson, Renee Chapman, James L. Dobson, Edward J 
Benson, Terrance Lee Chapman, Kenneth L. Donley, Chester R. 
Berreth, Michelle Childers, Wayland Donnelly, Patrick and Virginia 
Berreth, Edward L Choate, Stan Dub, Kelly J 
Berreth, Cathlin Christian, Wayne Duffy, Debbi 
Berreth, Jason Claffey, James F. Dugger, Mike 
Billups, Lynette Clark, Dwain Dunn, Bruce H 
Billups, Greg Clark, Christopher L. Dunn, Mary and C. Albert 
Binder, Leo Clark, Clarence Dunning, James E 
Binder, Alva May Clark, James L. Eagan, Joe and Louella 
Blain, Patricia A Clark, Steve Eason, Charles and Linda 
Blair, Don Clark, Alona Eason, Chance 
Blanchard, Jerry Cleveland, Thomas E Eason, Susan 
Blankenship, Melvin R. Cleveland, Nicky E Eason, Alice 
Bleger, Kevin Cochrell, Art Eason, Vance 
Blewett, Verda Cochrell, Diane Eberhardt, Shuree 
Bolen, William R. Cochrell, Barbara Ely, Kevin R. 
Bolen, Darlene K. Cochrell, Jason Emmert, Jim 
Bolz, Kevin L. Cochrell, Brant Emmert, Mickey 
Bolz, Shannon Lynn Cochrell, Preston Emory, Cathy L. 
Bon Anno, Mr. & Mrs. Edward Colgan, Rodger Estes, Robin 
G. Colgan, Rodger Evans, Steven R. 
Borders, Fred F. Consoliver, Pat Farbo, Thomas P. 
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Pleaufeauts, Ken 





Sheets, Mike Trainor, Richard Zimmerman, Joan 
Sheets, Bobi Trieb, Tamara R. Zimmerman, Robert D 
Shen, Ken Trieb, Russell J. Zimmerman, Alona R. 
Shepherd, Jesse A. Umphenour, Maxine 
Shoemaker, Mr. & Mrs. Del Umphenour, William F 
Shoemaker, D. W. Umphenour, Claud E. 
Shope, Sisalene A. Umphenour, Steve A. 
Simonsen, James R. Umphenour, Becky 
Sinclair, Kristy K. Vargovich, Adam 
Sinclair, Ralph W. Vargovich, James E. 
Skinner, Terri Vaughn, Dan 
Smeitz, Bob Veeder, Ben 
Smith, Vickie Waide, William M. 
Smith, Joseph L. Waide, Billie L. 
Smith, Debra L. Ward, Ormal L. 
Smolinski, Alvin Wasem, Harold and Eldene 
Smolinski, John Watson, Dolores 
Snyder, Thomas L. Watts, Marvin 
Snyder, Jane Webster, Bill 

Webster, James A. 
Snyder, H. Dean and Irene F. Weholt, Rick 
Snyder, Alan Weidner, Arminta 
Snyder, Shannon Wells, James E. 
Snyder, Louie E. Wells, Vera Jean 
Sonneck, Vera White, Joyce B 
Souders, Melinda S. Wilberton, Steven 
Spence, Alexander R. Wilcock, James 
Spencer, Roberta Willett, Gary and Kathy 
Spencer, M. M. Willhite, Dick 
St. Peter, jeff Williamson, Larry 
Stamper, Tina Willson, JeAnn 
Stark, Cindy Lou Wilson, Chris 
Steiner, Chris E. Wilson, Gary K. 
Stenzer, Harry Wilson, Chris 
Stewart, Shelly Wilson, Arnold E. 
Stewart, William R. Wilson, Sharon R. 
Stewart, Donald G. Wilson, George E. 
Stewart, Joyce Wilson, L. Kelly 
Stewart, Jim Win, Linda J 
Stone, Richard Wirth, Bruce M 
Stone, Glenn L. Wirth, Catherine N 
Stone, Bill S. Wise, Mildred 
Sutton, Lori Wise, Mildred 
Swanzey, Mary Ann and Gene Witt, Orville 
Tennant, Jerry V. Wolverton DVM, Duane D 
Thimgan, Lee Wood, Richard 
Thimgan, Peggy M. Wright, David C 
Thomas, Keith W. Wright, Thomas L. 
Thomas, Mary P. Wright, Bonnie J 
Thornton, Rose Anne Wyatt, Sue 
Thornton, Lyle A. Wyatt, John A 
Thornton, Carl Yates, Shirlee M 
Tondevold, Bob Yates, Stan 
Townsend, Susan Yates, Barbara 
Townsend, John E. Yocum (7), J 
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Bear Paw Battlefield 74 
Camas Meadows 75 

Norwood’s Encounter and Howard's Camp 
Canyon Creek 76 


APPENDIX C 


REVISED BOUNDARY 
MAPS 








ANT AND 
YELLOWJACKET 





os - mer el —— = 


ee 


Jame op Ceanaeaatin, Geese Uni. 
Septal LAPWAI, ~ve 


pids POY RSE 
Ra 
SS PIN Se 
\ <q \ 
a 


BUFFALO 
EDDY 





Y, { : ( 
> \ 
“ZX SSN [’ 
O figs Y ) GX ( y > } d} 


Sf / 





BUFFALO Evvy, SPALDING Unrr. 
USGS Quaps: Captain JOHN Rapips, IpaAHo-Wasu. 








<C nes p Final Environmental 
oP! , Yee Tee as Penk Impact Statement 





COYOTES 
FISHNET 


65 


Appendix C 





Nez Perce** 


National Historical Park /( 


CR FT 
“4 f 


, IDAHO. 








i 
i 
N 


oN 
Covyore's Fisunet, Spatpinc Unrr. 





USGS Quaps: Lapwal, Lewiston OrcHarps Nortu 





CONFLUENCE 


OVERLOOK 


FORMERLY 
DONALD 
MACKENZIE’S 
TRADING POST 


2 











CONFLUENCE OVERLOOK, SPALDING UNrt. 
USGS Quaps: CLARKSTON, WASH.-IDAHO, LEWISTON ORCHARDS NortH, IDAHO. 





Appendix C niez Perce Final Environmental 
66 National Historical Park Impact Statement 











CRAIG 
DONATION 
LAND CLAIM 











Craic Donation Lanp CLam, Srapeec UNIT. 
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Toto LAKE, Upper CLEARWATER/WHITE Birp UNrr. 
USGS Quap: GRANGEVILLE West, IDAHO. 
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USGS Quaps: Werpre Soutu, Weippe Nortu, IDAHO. 
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Camas Meapows, Montana UNrT. 
USGS Quaps: ANTALOPE VALLEY, lpMon,Kiccore, Pine Butte, IDAHo. 
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Canyon Creex, MONTANA UNIT. 
USGS Quaps: Laure., Two Pine SCHOOL, MONTANA. 
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